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of Munbilla Broadcasting Properties, Ltd. 

Idthwaite. Texas). MBPL filed a 

allot Channel 297A as a first local 

307(b) grounds to the proposal 

o already has local service. By 

oldthwaite Counterproposal for 

58. The Public Notice solicited 

unterproposal. MBPL is filing 

s, Inc., CCB Texas Licenses, 

led a complex Counterproposal 

proceeding (MB Docket No. 05-1 12) two days before MBPL filed 

erproposal short-spaced both 

hat same element also short- 

e of the existence of MBPL’s 

proceeding, arguing that 
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be  same element of CC/R’s Counterproposal that short-spaced the 

d Llano NPRMs, as well as MBPL’s Goldthwaite Counterproposal, also short- 

d i t y  owned by MBPL (station KHLB), which is operating pursuant to 

iority by virtue of a Construction Permit whose grant long ago became final. 

imments that MBPL filed (by the NPRM-specified deadline) in both the 

i Llano dockets, MBPL pointed out the short spacing to its existing facility, 

hat the FCC protect the CP. MBPL showed that, under firmly established 

impermissible short-spacing of MBPL’s CP rendered CCIR’s Counter- 

’atally flawed, and wholly unacceptable for rule making. MBPL also asserted 

:erproposal was duplicative in light of CC/R’s continued prosecution of a 

.oposal in MM Docket 00-148 (Ouanah. Texas). On those grounds, MBPL 

y dismissal of CCIRs Frederickshurg Counterproposal and the adoption of 

aite Counterproposal in this Llano docket. 

I sought to seek to file a curative Supplement to their fatally flawed 

n this proceeding (MB Docket No. 05-1 12). The Supplement sought to 

rence point for the Llano component of CC/R’s Counterproposal so as to clear 

BPL opposed CUR’S attempt as a belated effort to fix a fatally defective 

MBPL pointed out that the FCC wisely limits such technical amendments to 

1 “unforeseen circumstances” exist. MBPL showed that there were absolutely 

umstances here. C U R  had actual knowledge that MBPL had filed the KHLB 
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tection requirements, both before and after grant. Given that there were no 

ances, the proferred amendment had to be rejected, MBPL said. Any other 

Id cause unfair prejudice to other parties, including MBPL, and would wreak 

ly processing of FM Allotment proposals. The FCC must therefore 

L’s Oppositions, claiming that it was the KHLB CP that had to 

ounterproposal, and not the other way around. This, CC/R said, 

d Fredericksburg Counterproposals, “ ... are the same.” C U R  also 

urn. Alabama decision did not support the issuance of the 

, because no amendment to the FM Table had been made. C U R  

had to be collapsed into Fredericksburg, due to their 

this is a false statement. CC/R’s Quanah and 

y the same. Without trumpeting the fact, CC/R seek 

t of its Counterproposal by a significant distance. 

or at a minimum a lack of candor, and also 

e allowed to succeed. In addition to rejecting the 

ission must fully investigate this matter. 
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tempts to straitjacket the Commission’s Auburn decision must fail. Auburn 

id policy statement in addition to a decision on specific facts. The issuance of 

g and Llano NPRMs fully comported with the Auburn policy statement, as did 

.HLB Construction permit. 

nission must act in Llano independently of Fredericksburv, and must grant 

liaite Counterproposal. 
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Llano, Texas as s 

MM Docket No. 

to both short-spa:ing 

Review.' Citing 

fThe bash for the Goldthwaite Petition's dismissal was that it constituted an untimely 
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of the Secretary, 
A:tention of the Assistant Chief, Audio Division, Media Bureau 

FURTHER REPLY COMMENTS 

Broadcasting Properties, Ltd. (MPBL), by its communications counsel, hereby 

I!eply Comments in this proceeding. 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. THE LLANO PETITION AND THE 

Crawford's behest, the Bureau issued a Notice of ProDosed Rule Making, 20 

Fed. Reg. 19402 (2005) (the &M, proposing to allot Channel 297A to 

new local service. The 

01-154 (Goldthwaite. Texas) could potentially trump the Llano allotment due 

noted that a dismissed cochannel proposal in 

and the pendency of the Goldthwaite Petitioner's Application for 

Auburn. Alabama. et al., 18 FCC Rcd 10333 (MB 2003), the N B  cautioned 



-2- 

that the Llano a1 

The NPRM set c 

initial Reply 

2. Ms. 

at Llano, if allott:d, 

3. MBPL 

unserved GoldthNaite, 

would be trumpei 

was acceptable 

307(b) grounds, 

stated its intent to 

such facilities into 

4. 

Licenses, Inc., 

otment could only be made subject to the outcome in MM Docket No. 01-154.2 

eadlines of May 12 for Comments and Counterproposals, and of May 27 for 

Conments 

B. RESPONSIVE FILINGS 

1. PETITIONER’S COMMENTS 

Crawford filed timely Comments reiterating her intent to apply for Channel 297A 

and to construct such facilities, if authorized. 

2. MBPL’s COUNTERPROPOSAL 

filed a timely Counterproposal seeking the allotment of Channel 297A to 

Texas. MBPL’s Counterproposal noted that it, like the Llano proposal, 

if the FCC granted review in Ouanah, Still, MBPL noted, its Counterproposal 

for rule making, pursuant to Auburn, s u m .  MBPL further noted that, on 5 

ts Counterproposal must prevail over the Petitioner’s Llano proposal. MBPL 

apply for Channel 297A at Goldthwaite, if allotted, and to build and to place 

broadcast service, if authorized. 

3. CC/R COMMENTS 

A group of entities -Rawhide Radio, LLC, Clear Channel Broadcasting 

CCB Texas Licenses, L.P., and Capstar TX Limited Partnership (collectively, 

did not so state, but Ms. Crawford‘s Petition also recognized that allotment 
Llano as a new service required affirmation of the (effective, but not yet 



-3- 

ents. CCiR noted that they had filed a multielement 

0. 05-112 (Fredericksburp. Texas), and that the proposed Llano 

component of that Counterproposal - the shift of Llano 

to Channel 297A. C U R  thus urged the FCC to collapse the 

g, and urged the adoption of their Counterproposal therein. 

icksburg Counterproposal as,’’ ... identical to the portion of 

[Ouanah] that remains before the Commission on 

added.] C C R  also pointed out that their multielement 

trump the NPRM. Therefore, CC/R urged that the 

outcome here in be conditioned on the outcome in Quanah. CCIR’s Comments did not 

C R  were not aware of it on the Comment deadline 

4. MBPL‘s INITIAL REPLY COMMENTS 

its initial Reply Comments. MBPL pointed out the 

al and C U R S  Counterproposal in Fredericksburp. 

that MBPL had filed in that other docket. In its pair of 

e FCC should not collapse t h e m  docket into the 

’s Counterproposal was fatally flawed. C U R S  

failed to protect the outstanding construction permit that 

0902ADU), which facilities MBPL had built, and for 

, the staff had rejected CUR’S Counterproposal as fatally flawed, and had 
of that rejection. Ss, Quanah Texas, 18 FCC Rcd 9495 (2003), 
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in for a covering license was pending. MBPL also asserted that, although the 

:ondition tying its fate to the outcome in Quanah, the condition did not tie the 

tcome in Fredericksburg. MBPL pointed out that CC/R's Fredericksburrr 

ad falsely termed BPH-20030902ADY an application subject to consolidation 

en if BPH-20030902ADU were simply a pending application, MBPL showed, 

titled to protection from C U R S  Fredericksburg Counterproposal. MBPL 

C/R's lodging of a Counterproposal in Fredericksburg while continuing to 

terproposal in Quanah constituted impermissible fence-straddling of the type 

:ommission's policy against the filing of contingent rule-making proposals and 

-, multiple-, and contingent-application rules. 

/ R ' S  MOTION TO FILE SUPPLEMENT, AND RELATED PLEADINGS 

e w s  deadline for Reply Comments, CC/R filed Motions in both 

I Llano seeking to tender Supplements to amend CC/Rs reference point for 

,lano to clear KHLB's CP. CUR asserted that this amendment comported 

[icy to resolve conflicts through use of alternative reference points, and that 

re considered the alternative reference point on its own motion. CCiR also 

lnding claim that it was not their Counterproposal that was defective, but 

'L's CP that was short-spaced. CC/R claimed that MBPL's Construction 

:ct their Fredericksburg Counterproposal, and not vice versa. 

so claimed that this was a case of first impression owing to, " ... the 

ansive interpretation of the Auburn, Alabama policy." CC/R claimed that 
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se in Fredericksburp and b, unlike in Auburn, “...there has 

ment to the Table of Allotments.” 

tions, showing that the FCC allows post-Comment-deadline 

en unforeseen circumstances exist: that no such 

lowing CC/R to cure the fatal defect in its Fredericksburg 

les of the FCC’s firmly established policy that, “ .... 

orrect and substantially complete when filed.” Parker. 

ken Arrow and Bixbv. Oklahoma, 3 FCC Rcd 6507,65 1 1 

, 4  FCC Rcd 674 (1989), recon., 5 FCC Rcd 1241 (1990). 

en the subject of repeated public notices, both before and 

gineering Data Base, and had drawn no opposition 

er it was a pending application or a granted CP. And 

blic records would have revealed that it was a granted 

redericksburp Counterproposal. That CC/R relied on 

nt in filing its Fredericksburg Counterproposal hardly 

es. C U R S  counsel had, in another proceeding, 

eously generated spacing studies.” 

sitions. C U R  again claimed that the amendment 

C should collapse Llano into Fredericksburg, and 

(MB, 2004). 
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c. PUBLIC NOTICE OF ACCEPTANCE FOR RULE MAKING 

8, by means of Report No. 2720, the FCC issued a Public Notice announcing 

BPL’s Goldthwaite Counterproposal for rule making, and the assignment to 

1 of the Rule Making number RM-11258. The Public Notice solicited 

Comments supporting or opposing the Counterproposal. MBPL is filing 

omments in response to that Public Notice. 

11. ARGUMENT 

OPOSAL I N  

izes that, under the established law concerning cut-off dates and “daisy 

itorious Counterproposal in one proceeding can lead to the implosion 

he linking effects of a conflict between the Counterproposal and the 

Is No BASIS TO COLLAPSE LLANo 

. See. e.c., Saratoca et al.. Wyoming, 15 FCC Rcd 10054 (MB, 2000). 

Counterproposal in Fredericksburg provides no basis for collapsing 

dericksburg proceeding. That is because, for several reasons, 

ially, fatally flawed, and wholly unacceptable for rule making. 

ROPOSAL IWERMISSIBLY FAILED TO PROTECT KHLB 

cksburg Reply Comments, MBPL showed that CUR’S 

ct the CP that the FCC had duly granted to MBPL almost a year 
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Fredericksburv Counterprop~sal.~ The grant of BPH-20030902ADU 

e of Commission business on August 10,2004, nine months before CC/R 

sal. The grant vested in the CP and in MBPL a statutory right to 

16, and MBPL insists on the full honoring of that right. 

bear a condition that ties the grant to Ouanah’s final outcome. MBPL 

the CP with that condition. Based on the evident weakness of CC/Rs 

proceeding, MBPL was comfortable running the slight risk that Ouanah’s 

re dismantlement of the applied-for facility. MBPL built the facility 

ind.6 But MBPL never agreed to subordinate either its CP or the 

ome of a wholly new and different proceeding. MBPL vigorously 

nflate the CP’s dependency on Ouanah’s outcome into a dependency 

burp or any other proceeding. Such a broadening of the condition 

ion of the terms and conditions of an authorization whose grant long 

erial modification would grossly violate MBPL’s statutory rights. 

ssible for the KHLB CP to protect the Llano component of 

Counterproposal as filed (or vice versa), because the 60-dBp contour of a 

iginally proposed reference point (North Latitude 30’ 43’40”, 

velopes KHLB’s transmitter site. See Exhibit A at pp. 2-3. 

SCC/Rs ounterproposal as filed short-spaced the KHLB CP by three kilometers. See 
Exhibit A hereto, the Engineering Statement of Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers. 

6MBPL a so understands that, if Ouanah is not finally resolved by the grant date, the 

hcense (Fi\eeNo. LH-20050301 ABE) to c o w  the CP w i l  bear a similaar condibon, t 
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B. CC/R’!; 

18. As 

Counterproposal 

protect the granted 

2SSC1 Dilley, 

constructed, the 

their Fredericksburp Counterproposal’s failure to 

ve reference point for Channel 297A at Llano. The 

it came too late. As the Bureau noted in Parker. 

osals must be technically correct and substantially 
roposals will be considered only if they are filed by 
ection 1.420 (d) of the Commission’s Rules, 
3 FCC Rcd 6507,651 1 (1988) and Springdale 

C Rcd 1241 (1990). 

Counterproposal to have been technically correct and substantially 

Id have had to specify a fully-spaced Llano 

ent of MBPL’s consent to a site change: 

ided at the deadline for filing 
not be technically correct or 
11s. Texas, 12 FCC Rcd 6809,6810 note 

cd 4037 (1988). Thus, failure to 
ers [the] counterproposal unacceptable 

COUNTERPROPOSAL IMPERMISSIBLY FAILED TO PROTECT KLMO-FM 

Exhibit A further indicates, another element of CC/R’s Fredericksburg 

(substitution of Channel 2S4A for Channel 243A at Ingram, Texas) failed to 

Construction Permit (File No. BPH-20010102AAO) associated with Channel 

Tcxas station KLMO-FM, FCC Facility ID No. 16931. That facility has been 

ctation is operating pursuant to a grant of Program Test Authority, and a license 

Parker. Arizona, su ra. CC/R did not even try to obtain such a statement from MBPL. r 
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have tried to explain away this rule violation by arguing that the KLMO-FM 

ivided protection under 573.2 152 to the Channel-254A/Ingram component of 

& counterproposal. CC/R would have it that the mere existence of their 

ejected Ingram-channel-substitution proposal is enough to excuse their 

xke t  counterproposal’s violation of 573.207 to KLMO-FM. 

ver, C U R S  argument flies in the face of the bedrock principle that the FCC 

use of contour protection at the allotment stage. &, m, Telluride and 

b, 17 FCC Rcd 2239 (MB, 2002). Comuare, Ankenv and West Des Moines, 

i 4413 (MMB, 2000) (earlier-fled rule-making proposal not defective due to 

ted by later-filed application invoking contour protection). Here, we have the 

A: C C K s  Fredericksburg Counterproposal was filed more than three 

nt  of the KLMO-FM Construction Permit. It was thus incumbent on C U R  to 

: point for their proposed substitute channel at Ingram that fully cleared the 

The gross short spacing that CUR have proposed is another fatal flaw in their 

iunterproposal. 

COUNTERPROPOSAL IMPERMISSIBLY FAILED TO PROTECT BATESVILLE 

libit A further indicates, another element of CCIR’s Fredericksburg 

reallotment of Channel 249C1 from McQueeny to Converse, Texas) failed to 

:d allotment of Channel 250A to Batesville, Texas. &, Batesville. Texas et 

1680. A whopping 24 kilometers of short spacing exists. CC/R argue that the 

never should have issued, but even if true, that is irrelevant. Batesville is an 
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element of their Counterproposal. Without any discussion in the pleading itself 

ing engineering statement, CC/R have shifted the reference 

e Commission’s FM Engineering Data Base currently lists two 

r the proposed Channel 247C1 at Lakeway .... one referenced 

d one referenced to MB Docket 05-1 12 (Fredericksburg.) 

completely different reference points for the Lakeway 

itional nearly 4,500 square kilometers of precluded area 

ions. See Exhibit A at pp. 9-10 and Figures. 

reference points proves that the Quanah and 

o distinct proposals. Protecting two such hypothetical 

st in the data base impermissibly warehouses spectrum 

anglements. cf., Pacific Broadcasting of Missouri, 

recisely why the Commission does not accept 

nt applications, and contingent allotment proposals. 

DERICKSBURG CALLS FOR REJECTION OF 
FURTHER INVESTIGATION 

ksburg and Llano dockets has been troubling in the 

ade repeated, blatantly false statements in an effort to 

ksburp and Ouanah Counterproposals are .‘the 

tection. A false statement made for the purpose of 

e benefit constitutes misrepresentation. Fox River 

,93 FCC 2d 127,129 (1983), Swan Creek Communications v. FCC, 39 F.3d 
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1217, 1222 (D.C Cir. 1994); Garden State Broadcasting Ltd. Partnershio v. FCC, 996 F.2d 386, I 
3). Such misrepresentation fatally taints a party's proposal and call into 

s basic qualifications to hold any FCC authorization. Fox River, m. 

ars that CC/R went to deliberate effort to play down the fact that they were 

rence point at Lakeway. Notably, the spacing study included for Channel 

C / R s  Exhibit E, Figure 1) did not indicate the short-spacing to the 

48 reference point. In and of itself, this might not seem too unusual were it 

spacing study for Channel 245C1 at San Antonio (CUR'S Exhibit E, 

y show that the proposed San Antonio allotment is fully-spaced to the 

8 reference point (while at the same time demonstrating full spacing to the 

247C1 reference point). If there is not deliberate misrepresentation here, 

candor', which in itself is disqualifying.8 Further investigation is clearly 

apart from this proceeding. 

Is0 violated the exparte rule. CC/R asserted in its Fredericksburg 

lication" for KHLB should be considered a Counterproposal in the 

As such, this was a direct attack on the grantability of that 

ver served MBPL or its undersigned counsel of record with a copy of 

their Comments in b). Undersigned counsel only became aware 

'"The cor of lack of candor, then is omission, viz., failure to be completely forthcoming in 
the provision of i formation which could illuminate a decisional matter." Fox River. suura. 

SRKO G eral Inc. v. FCC, 50 R.R.2d 821 (D.C. Cir. 1981) (lack of candor sufficient to 

disqualify even spite lack of evidence to show intent to mislead). i 
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cksburg Counterproposal through other means, without benefit of 

s CC/R Counterproposal and calls for further investigation. 

ITJACKET AUBURN ARE UNWARRANTED 

und like they had to file in Fredericksburg, because the 

PRM could have trumped CUR'S filing in Ouanah. That is a gross distortion. 

NPRM specifically noted that the outcome in that proceeding would be 

Fredericksburg 

outcome in Ouanah. Footnote 2 to the Fredericksburg NPRM said: 

nt of Channel 256C3 at Fredericksburg conflicts with a proposal to 
Ingram, Texas, in MM Docket No. 00-148, which was dismissed 

TX et al., 18 FCC Rcd 9495 (MB 2003) (MM Docket 
eview of this decision was filed on June 21,2004. We 
ill be granted subject to the outcome of MM Docket 

, since this proceeding is effective but not final. See Auburn. Alabama. et al., 
d 10333 (MB 2003). This proposal also conflicts with a dismissed proposal 

which is pending on reconsideration. Thus, parties 
for Fredericksburg will be granted subject to the 

contained similar language.) 

the Ouanah Counterproposal and the Fredericksburg 

NPRM could have trumped the Quanah Counter 

sure, to file a Counterproposal in Fredericksburg. 

Their Counter in stands or fails on its own merits, and is fully protected by the pending 

rproposal represents is an attempt to create a 
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. 
granted in Ouanah, CCR's Quanah Counterproposal gets reinstated and 

ricksburg and dockets, and the KHLB site-change CP all blow 
conditions attached to them. Bottom Line: CCiR win, everyone 

. 
Review in Ouanah, but rules that CCR's Fredericksburg 
(either as originally filed, or with the belatedly amended Llano 297A 

acceptable. CCIR's Fredericksburg Counterproposal wins on 5 307(b) 
docket implodes, and if the amended Llano ref. point is employed, the 
Bottom line: CC/R wins, the F'burg and Llano petitioners and MBPL, 

lose, but the KHLB CP survives. C U R  will not 

. Scenario .. 

es not act in Ouanah, but does act in Fredericksburg, finding CC/Rs 
ter acceptable (either as originally filed, or with the belatedly amended Llano 
int). C U R S  Fredericksburg Counterproposal wins on 5 307(b) grounds, the 

and Llano petitioners and the Goldthwaite Counterproponent 
he KHLB CP either bites the dust (if the original Llano reference point 

if the amended reference point is used). CC/R will not appeal further 

es, and the Ouanah proceeding is moot. Bottom line: CC/R wins, 

because they have obtained their desired result, albeit in Fredericksburg. 

ot allow such fence-straddling, such gaming the system. 

s a schizophrenic attitude toward the Auburn decision. On the one 

cksburg and Llano NPRMs and the grant of the KHLB CP are 

Auburn policy. On the other hand, at the same time, they invoke 
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30. At P ra. 4 of their Fredericksburg Reply to MBPL's Opposition (and earlier, in their 

Supplement), C /R say that, in Auburn, there was an effective but non-final change in the FM f 
Table, but that i Fredericksburg, there has been no such change in the FM Table. So, Auburn .I 

d really doesn't support the issuance of the Fredericksburg NPRM. 

empt to straightjacket Auburn to the specific facts of that case. 

decision was really two things wrapped in one document .... 

is a ruling on the specific proposals advanced in that docket, and the 
pecific, requested changes to the FM Table. 

d, Auburn represented a vehicle by which the Commission announced a 
ge in policy ... the abandonment of an old policy that the FCC deemed 

the announcement of a new, substitute policy for handling not just 
Auburn case itself, but also future cases. This part of the Auburn decision is a 
ad policy statement that transcends the specific facts in Auburn. 

iew of the record in this proceeding, we will grant the Joint 
ation petition, reinstate, and grant the RSI and Cox 
ect to the outcome of MM Docket 98-112. [....I 

Rulemaking Actions 

dismissed rulemaking proposals to amend the FM Table of 
effective but non-final actions in other rulemaking proceedings. 
for several reasons. We agree with Joint Petitioners that Cut and 

d that our reliance on this precedent in the R&O was error. 
cy is inconsistent with the Commission decision to eliminate 

he effectiveness of a channel change order. [....I 
rule provision that provided that the filing of a petition for reconsideration 

accepting rulemaking proposals that rely upon actions in 
ngs that are effective but not final will benefit the public. 
pursue changes to the FM Table of Allotments that could 
rvice to the public earlier than they presently can. However, 
ontingent rulemaking proposals would be granted subject to 
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z of earlier allotment proceedings that are effective but not final. Based on the 
and scope of MM Docket No. 98-1 12, we will not permit the Joint 

to construct facilities made possible by the actions taken in that related 
until it becomes final. Moreover, the staff retains the authority to stay the 
js of allocations orders for good cause. 

iguage describing the changed policy ... "accepting rulemaking proposals that 

1 earlier rulemaking proceedings'' ... is a broader statement than "accepting 

als that rely upon amendments to the FM Table in earlier rulemaking 

:h is what CC/R are trying to straitjacket Auburn into. "[Alctions in earlier 

lings," can be ... decisions not to add any channels at all, e.g. ... 

ctions of uncontested but flawed rule-making petitions, or 

ctions of both flawed Counters and flawed initial petitions, 

ctions of flawed Counters where the initial Petitioner abandons its proposal 
t's Quanah), or 

ire to adopt either an initial petition or a Counterproposal due to a failure to 
i n  Mexican or Canadian concurrence ... 

I add channels, or delete channels, or add and delete channels, all of which 

the FM Table. 

111. CONCLUSION 

Iff has before it in this Llano docket two proposals that are acceptable for rule 

original proposal of Linda Crawford to allot Channel 297A to Llano, Texas as 
dditional local service; and 

PL's Counterproposal to instead allot the channel to Goldthwaite, Texas, as a 
local service. 
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MBPL’s Goldthwaite 

Petition to allot 

Procedures, 90 

condition the 

not object to suci 

MBPL’s 

Application for 

34. For 

in this (Llano) 

- 
to 

- re. 

- re, 

Counterproposal demonstrated that it must prevail over Ms. Crawford’s 

).et another channel to Llano. Revision of FM Assignment Policies and 

FCC 2d 88 (1982). If the staff deems it both necessary and appropriate to 

Goldthwaite allotment upon the outcome in MM Docket No. 00-148, MBPL does 

conditioning. And as MBPL pointed out in its Counterproposal, adoption of 

Counterproposal will eliminate the need for substantive consideration of the pending 

Leview in MM Docket 01-154. 

111 of the above reasons, the staff should promptly issue a Report and Order 

prlxeeding: 

iniplementing MBPL’s Goldthwaite Counterproposal and allotting Channel 297A 
the community of Goldthwaite, Texas; 

ecting Ms. Crawford’s Llano Petition; 

ecting CCR’s request that this Docket be consolidated with the Fredericksburg 
proceeding (MB Docket No. 05-1 12); and 



Separately, the 

JOHN J. MCVE 
12101 BLUE P 
COLUMBIA, MP 

TELEPHONE: 30 
TELECOPIER: 30 

DATE: JULY 2: 
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C must fully investigate CC/Rs behavior and take appropriate action. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MUNBILLA BROADCASTING PROPERTIES, LTD. 

BY 
JOHN J. MCVEIGH 

ITS COUNSEL U 
, ATTORNEY AT LAW 
R TRAIL 
>AND 21044-2787 

?6.1655 
?6.1656 

005 
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Background 

HATFIELD & DAWSON 

CONSULTING ELECTRICAL ENGINEERS 
9500 GREENWOOD AVE. N. 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98 103 
PE 

'E 
IT 
PE 

TELEPHONE 
(206) 783-9151 

FACSIMILE 
(206) 789-9834 

E-MAIL 
hatdaw@hatdaw.com 

MAURY L. HATFIELD, PE 
CONSULTANT 

OAKHURST. NSW 
AUSTRALIA 

Engineering Statement 
In Support of 

Munbilla Broadcasting Properties, Ltd. 
Reply Comments in MB Docket No. 05-151 

July 2005 

Statement has been prepared on behalf of Munbilla Broadcasting Properties, 

upport of Reply Comments filed in MB Docket No. 05-1 51 ("the Lllano Docket"). 

as initiated by the filing of an original Petition for Rulemaking by Linda Crawford 

osing the allotment of Channel 297A at Llano, Texas, as its fourth FM 

the Commission released a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in MB Docket No. 

mments on and counterproposals to Crawford's proposal. On May 11,2005, 

counterproposal proposing the allotment of Channel 297A at Goldthwaite, 

unity's first local broadcast service. The MBPL counterproposal was placed 

sal was filed in MB Docket No. 05-112 ("the Fredericksburg 

d Partnership, CCB Texas License, L.P., Clear Channel 

awhide Radio, LLC (together, "CCIR).  

redericksburg Docket conflicts with MBPL's counterproposal 

lead proposal in the Llano Docket. The purpose of this 

ertain technical defects in the CClR counterproposal. 

mailto:hatdaw@hatdaw.com
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Curiou!;ly, 
grant of a constriction 
construction perriit 
permit. CClR 
KHLB construction 

1 

tution of Channel 297A for Channel 242A at Llano for use by 

N30-43-40 x W98-36-43. As is detailed in the attached spacing 

573.207 spacing requirement to the prior-filed and granted 

02ADU for minor modification of MBPL's station KHLB on 

aration of 31 kilometers between two second-adjacent-channel 

, whereas CUR have proposed a separation of only 28 

otect a prior-filed minor modification application. Indeed, the 

months prior to the filing of the CC/R counterproposal, and 

( I O  months priorto the filing of the CClR counterproposal). 

fer in their counterproposal to BPH-20030902ADU as a 

arly one-year-old engineering study for their filing in the 

offered alternate allotment coordinates for Channel 297A 

nstruction permit. It is well established, however, that a 

mplete on the day it is filed. It is clear that CClR were 

filed their counterproposal in the Fredericksburg Docket, 

over whether it was a pending application or a granted 

red their technically-acceptable, fully-spaced allotment 

annel297A at Llano on the day the counterproposal was filed. Therefore, the 

posal in the Fredericksburg Docket is in violation of 

his impermissible short-spacing renders the entire 

ly unacceptable for rule making. 

however, at paragraph 47 of their counterproposal, CCIR explicitly acknowledge the 
permit BNPH-20050103ACN on Channel 243A at Ingram, Texas. The lngram 

was issued on March 10, 2005, eight months after grant of the KHLB construction 

permit has ostensibly escaped their notice. 
have managed to detect the grant of the lngram construction permit, but the grant of the 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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The 
FM stations. Thf! 
those three stations 

sible for MBPL to modify the authorized operation of KHLB at the site specified 

DU, for example by reducing power or modifying the directional envelope 

s a 573.215 short-spaced station with respect to a Channel 297A allotment 

in CClRs Fredericksburg counterproposal asoriainallvfiled. This is because 

om a Class A allotment at Llano N30-43-40 x W98-36-43 

LB transmitter site authorized in BPH-20030902ADU. This relationship is 

ionofChannel254AforChannel243Aat Ingram, atcoordinates 

detailed in the attached spacing study, this proposal violates 

t to the prior-filed and granted construction permit BPH- 

on of station KLMO-FM on Channel 255C1 at Dilley, Texas. 

arationof 133 kilometers between first-adjacent-channel Class 

ents, whereas CClR has proposed a separation of only 126 

le violation by arguing that the KLMO-FM construction permit 

r $73.215' to the lngram Channel 254A allotment proposal 

proposal in MM Docket No. 00-148 (Quanah, etal). CClRs 

sequently denied by the Commission both in the initial 

ration. Nevertheless, CClR would have it that the mere 

nied lngram channel substitution proposal is enough to 

0-FM in their Fredericksburg Docket counterproposal. 

KLMO-FM construction permit was authorized under 573.215 with respect to three existing 
power restrictions proposed by KLMO-FM to prevent prohibited contour overlap with 

also serendipitously provide contour protection to Channel 254A at Ingram. 

Hatf ield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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I R s  lngram channel substitution impacts the construction permit BNPH- 

a new FM station on Channel 243A at Ingram. That construction permit was 

0,2005, two months priorto CClR's filing in the Fredericksburg Docket. CClR 

ute Channel 254A at lngram at a different location from the transmitter site 

ne1 243A at lngram in BNPH-20050103ACN. While it is true that the lngram 

with respect to the final outcome of MM Docket No. 00-148, it bears no such 

other subsequent rulemaking proceedings. Neither have CClR included 

lngram permittee, Radioactive, LLC, agreeing to the relocation of its transmitter 

the Fredericksburg Docket. 

hat a counterproposal must be technically complete on the day it is filed. It 

aware of both the KLMO-FM CP and the lngram 243A CP when they filed 

in the Fredericksburg Docket. CClR could and should have proposed 

llotment coordinates (fully-spaced to the KLMO-FM CP)for Channel 254A 

counterproposal was filed, and should have included a statement from 

the transmitter site change for Radioactive's lngram CP. CClR did 

ngram 254A element of CClR's counterproposal in the Fredericksburg 

73.207 of the Commission's Rules. This impermissible short-spacing 

rproposal fatally defective and wholly unacceptable for rule making. 

f Channel 249C1 from McQueeny to Converse, for use by 

7 x W98-29-02, As is detailed in the attached spacing 

,207 spacing requirement to the prior-filed rulemaking 

ville, Texas, in MM Docket No. 01-130. 

on of 133 kilometers between first-adjacent-channel Class 

s, whereas CClR has proposed a separation of only 109 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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e Batesville proposal, along with separate allotment proposals for Channel 

nd Channel 250A at Tilden, should not have been accepted for filing due to 

's prior-filed counterproposal in MM Docket No. 00-148. At the time the 

nd Tilden allotment proposals were originally filed, the Commission had not 

& Order in MM Docket No. 00-148. As CC/R correctly state, the Mason 

ving been the subject of a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, was dismissed 

n June 14,2002. 

o a dismissal of a proposal for Channel 24503 at Tilden in MM Docket No. 

a n n e l m  proposal was advanced by an original Petition for Rulemaking 

tt ("Pyeatt")on July 18,2003, and assigned rulemaking number RM-I 1080. 

mission's Electronic Comments Filing System has been unable to turn up 

rrectly associated with RM-11080, but it appears that the Pyeatt proposal 

e point, either at Pyeatt's request or by the Commission's independent 

al elements of that proposal no longer appear in the FM database. We 

etermine whether this dismissal - or request for dismissal - took place 

ounterproposal filing in the Fredericksburg Docket. 

Ile proposal was released on a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on June 

nt Date of August 13,2001, and has not been dismissed. As of this point 

of a Report & Order having been released in the Batesville proceeding. 

ltimate fate may be, the Batesville proposal was cut-off and entitled to 

and as of the date of CCIRs counterproposal filing in the Fredericksburg 

knowledge in their counterproposal that the Batesville proposal has yet 

so in the portion of their Footnote 1 which is curiously separated by two 

of their text (paragraph 55) which initially discusses Batesville. 

stablished that a counterproposal must be technically complete on the 

t CClR were aware of the Batesville proceeding when they filed their 

ricksburg Docket. C U R  could and should have proposed technically 

nt coordinates for Channel 24961 at Converse on the day the 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 



MBPL Reply 

counterpropos:al 

the Fredericksburg 

impermissible 

unacceptable 

Comparison of 

CClR have 

duplicates their 

“This 

00-148, 

Counte 

“The 

proceeding. 

Parties’counterproposalin Docket 05-1 12 is the same counterproposalas their 

Docket 00-148.” (CClR Supplement in Docket 05-151, filed June 13, 

Comments In Docket 05-151 Page 6 

was filed. Therefore, the Converse 24961 element of their counterproposal in 

Docket is in violation of s73.207 of the Commission’s Rules. This 

short-spacing renders the entire Counterproposal fatally defective and wholly 

f x  rule making. 

CClR’s Docket 00-148 and Docket 05-1 12 Counterproposals 

repttatedly represented that their counterproposal in the Fredericksburg Docket merely 

earlier filing in MM Docket No. 00-148. CClR have explicitly stated that: 

ccunterproposalis the same as the Joint Parties’pendingproposalin MM Docket No. 

which is now on Application for Review before the Commission.” (CCIR 

,proposal in Docket 05-1 12, filed May 9, 2005, at paragraph 1 of the Summary) 

Joint Parties are resubmitting their pending proposal as a counterproposal in this 

. .”(CClR Counterproposal in Docket 05-1 12, filed May 9,2005, at paragraph 

This is simply 

the individual 

the case. The following two-page table presents a side-by-side comparison of 

ments of the CClR counterproposals in the two proceedings. 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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parison of CClR Counterproposals in Dockets 00-148 and 05-112 

(continued on following page) 

Comments In Docket 05-151 Page I 

OK to Keller, TX 

KGOK 
Reallot from 
N34-56-11 x 

KKAJ 
Reallot from 
N34-09-42 X 

at Seymour, TX 

24903 Healdton to 249A Purcell, OK 
W37-21-12 

239C1 Ardmore to 23901 Healdton 
W37-09-11 

Vacant I . . . 
at Seymour, TX 

Vacant 

at Elk City, OK 

at Quanah, TX 
Vacant 

CClR Counterproposal in 
Docket 05-112 (Frederlcksburg) 

(no matching proposal) 

(no matching proposal) 

(no matching proposal) 

(no matching proposal) 

(no matching proposal) I 
(no matching proposal) 

(no matching proposal) 

(no matching proposal) 

(no matching proposal) 

(no matching proposal) 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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Option 1: 
Reallot from 
N30-18-27 x 
Subsequently 
N30-18-29 x 

Option 2: 
Substitute 225C2 
N31-30-51 x 

~ 

KWTX I 
2480 Wac0 to 247C1 Lakeway, TX 
W37-46-46 

W37-46-48 
corrected to 

for 248C at Waco, TX 
W97-11-43 

Vacant 
Substitute 2561, 
N30-04-30 x 

Vacant 
Add 232A at 
N29-37-00 x 

Option 2: 

for 243A at Ingram, TX 
W39-14-06 

Flatonia, TX 
W37-12-44 

Reallot KHF' from 24 L C1 Georgetown to 243C2 Lago 
Vista, TX 
N30-27-18 x WL7-53-03 

C1 McQueeney to 

KWTX 

Reallot from 248C Wac0 to 247C1 Lakeway, 
TX 
N30-18-51 x W97-51-58 

These coordinates are 8.3 kilometers from the 
Lakeway 247C1 coordinates specified in 
Docket 00-148. 

(no matching proposal) 

KAJA 
Substitute 245C1 for 247C at San Antonio, TX 
N29-30-01 x W98-46-41 

KHFI 
Reallot from 244C1 Georgetown to 243C2 Lago 
Vista, TX 
N30-27-18 x W97-53-03 

KBAE 
Substitute 297A for 242A at Llano, TX 
N30-43-40 x W98-36-43 

KLFX 
Substitute 249A for 297A at Nolanville, TX 
N31-05-38 x W97-34-51 

KCVQ 
Reallot from 249C1 McQueeney to 
249ClConverse. TX 
N29-25-07 x W98-29-02 

Vacant 
Substitute 256A for 243A at Ingram, TX 
N30-04-30 x W99-14-06 

(no matching proposal) 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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Docket 00-148 

24701 allotmeit 

The allotment 

cannot be said 

(as proposed ir 

different precksive 

class and 

additional prec 

allotment sites 

respect to coct 

(while at the same time demonstrating full spacing to the new Lakeway Channel 

site). 

of Channel 247C1 at N30-18-51 x W97-51-58 (as proposed in Docket 05-112) 

to be "the same" as the allotment of Channel 247C1 at N30-18-29 x W97-46-48 

Docket 00-148). The new allotment site coordinates for Lakeway have a markedly 

effect than do the coordinates specified in Docket 00-148. Depending on the 

channel relationship to another party's desired station or allotment change, the 

usive effect can be huge. For example, CC/Rs attempt to squat on two separate 

for Channel 247C1 adds nearly 4,500 sauare kilometers of precluded area with 

annel Class C s t a t i o n ~ . ~  

This i 
spacing requirf 

he effect which the 8.3 kilometer shift has over a 270 kilometer radius, the s73.207 
ent between cochannel Class C1 and Class C stations. 

I 
Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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Statement of ngineer 
This Engineeri g Statement, supporting Reply Comments in MB Docket No. 05-151, has been 

prepared Erik . Swanson under my direct supervision. All representations herein are true to the 

best of my kno ledge. I am an experienced radio engineer whose qualifications are a matter of 

record with the Federal Communications Commission. I am a partner in the firm of Hatfield & 

Dawson Cons lting Engineers and am Registered as a Professional Engineer in the States of 

Washington a d California. 

Signed this 22"' day of July, 2005 
I 

Benjamin F. Dawson 111, P.E. 

Erik C. Swanson 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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KHLB BURNE'- 
LIC TX 

KHLB B m m r  
CP TX 
ABSOLUTE 

KGSR BASTROP 
LIC TX 

Charmel EP.? k':: Lal-rcu:e Bearir.: 
StaLx St c CC File I10 Freq. SIUT K I ~ . g ; t u C e  Jeg-Tr':e 
C a l l  c1r.y 

295A 4.700 DA 30-44-12 88.1 
EAH-970728KA 106.9 109.0 098-17-36 ss 

295A 2 .100  DA 30-44-29 86 .8  
B1~H-030902ADU 106 .9  1 7 1 . 0  098-19-05 ss 

M1N:tMWM 7 3 . 2 1 5  SPACINQ - 25 KM 

296C2 39.000 30-07-18 124.0 
B2H-971006KG 107.1 152.0 097-34-45 SS 

295A 0.900 30-44-29 86.8 
PH-040708ACO 106.9 163.0 098-19-05 

KHLBaux BURNE 
CP 

K296FQ FREDE ICKSEURG 296D 0 . 0 5 0  31-15-59 336.0 
TX B PFT-030829ASS 107.1 220.0 098-53-34 e CP 

297A 0.000 31-30-00 354.0 
107.3 0.0 098-42-23 

SPACING = 92 KM 

GOLDT WAITE 297A 0.000 31-28-29 353.0 
ADD TX $10163 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 92 KM 

107.3 0.0 098-43-11 

JUNCT ON 297A 0.000 30-27-27 255.1 
VAC TX f-10149 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 92 KM 

107.3 0.0 099-46-07 

297A 0.000 30-27-27 255.1 
107.3 0.0 099-46-07 

SPACING = 92 KM 

297A 0.000 30-24-15 253.6 
107.3 0.0 099-51-45 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 

-0.47 SHORT 

28.19 0 
0.00 AUX 

30.53 31 
-0.47 SHORT 

28 .19  3 1  
- 2 . 8 1  SHORT 

119.83 106 
13.83 CLEAR 

65.46 0 
0.00 TRANS 

86.09 115 
-28.91 SHORT 

83.45 115 
-31.55 SHORT 

114.91 115 
-0.09 SHORT 

114.91 115 
-0.09 SHORT 

125.22 115 
10.22 CLEAR 

12.77 115 
-102.23 SHORT 
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297A 0.000 30-43-40 0.0 0.00 115 
ADD kkAN$-bh-6* 107.3 0.0 098-36-43 -115.00 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 92 KM 

 LLANO^ 297A 0.000 30-43-40 0.0 0.00 115 
ADD TX RfOll185a 107.3 0.0 098-36-43 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 92 KM 

-115.00 SHORT 

297A 0.000 31-05-38 67.3 106.60 115 
DEL :.?3%?18 5a 107.3 0.0 097-34-51 -8.40 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 92 KM 

297A 0.000 31-05-38 67.3 106.60 115 
DEL TX 107.3 0.0 097-34-51 -8.40 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 92 KM f 

297A 1.950 31-05-23 67.1 104.85 115 
LIC TX B H-941117KC 107.3 160.0 097-35-55 SS -10.15 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 92 KM 
KLFX NoL"i'LE 

298CO 100.000 29-25-23 173.1 1 4 5 . 6 8  0 
107.5 87.0 098-25-50 0.00 AUX 

298CO 100.000 29-16-29 168.2 164.52 152 
107.5 448.0 098-15-52 12.52 CLEAR 
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KLMO-FM DILLE 
LIC TX 

KLMO-FM DTLLEC 
CP TX 

Chan el 99.1 MHz 
Latitbdei ':EA 4 30 

i 255C1 62.000 28-34-00 1 8 0 . 5  167.19 133 
BiH-001220AAR 98.9 264.0 099-15-00 34.19 CLEAR 

255C1 9 2 . 0 0 0  DA 28-56-34  1 8 2 . 0  1 2 5 . 5 7  1 3 3  
B:?A-O10102AAO 9 8 . 9  2 2 0 . 0  099-16-47  85 - 7 . 4 3  SHORT 

Page 1 

KHHLaux LEAND 
LIC TX 

253C1 35.000 29-25-23 132.8 106.19 0 
98.5 102.0 098-25-50 0.00 AUX 

IR 255C2 25.000 30-23-26 75.0 139.05 0 
B:<LH-O40901ACP 98.9 157.0 097-50-13 0.00 AUX 

KBBT SCHER 2 253C1 98.000 29-31-25 141.0 78.61 75 
LIC TX B H-010122AIJ 98.5 302.0 098-43-25 3.61 CLOSE f 

INGRAM 
ADD TX 
ABSOLUTE M1N::MUM 

253C1 35.000 29-25-23 132.8 106.19 0 
98.5 102.0 098-25-50 0.00 AUX 

256A 0.000 30-04-30 0.0 0.00 115 
99.1 0.0 099-14-06 -115.00 SHORT RLI-bh-11 

73.215 SPACING = 92 KM 

255C2 25.000 30-23-26 75.0 139.05 106 
98.9 164.0 097-50-13 S S  33.05 CLEAR 

256A 0 . 9 6 5  29-42-53 242.2 85.32 115 
99.1 69.0 100-00-56 -29.68 SHORT 

SPACING = 92 KM 

256C3 0.000 30-13-21 49.1 25.09 142 
99.1 0.0 099-02-15 -116.91 SHORT 

SPACING = 119 KM 

HARPE 2 5 6 A  0.000 30-17-14 349.3 23.95 115 
99.1 0.0 099-16-53 -91.05 SHORT 

SPACING = 92 KM 

256A 0.000 30-04-30 0.0 0.00 115 
ADD :F?-011185a 99.1 0.0 099-14-06 -115.00 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 92 KM 



MBPL Reply mments In Docket 05-151 Page 15 

NEW MASON 
APP TX 

44444 

Version 1.70 

FM Database Date: 050713 
Page 2 

256D 0.050 
0 . 0 0  TRANS 

NEW-T SEGUI 256D 0.250 29-36-41 112.7 132.17 0 
0 . 0 0  TRANS 

257C1 100.000 31-43-10 6.5 183.51 133 
SS 50.51 CLEAR 

257D 0.099 30-02-37 107.6 11.52 0 

99.3 136.0 099-00-57 

0.00 TRANS 

259A 0.000 30-42-03 0 . 2  69.38 31 
BSFH-040804AGP 99.7 0 . O  099-13-59 38.38 CLEAR 

END OF FM SPACING STUDY FOR CHANNEL 256 44444 

257A 0.000 29-44-41 239.5 72.07 72 
99.3 0.0 099-52-40 0.07 CLOSE 

LEAKE 

258D 0.050 30-15-59 57.0 39.20 0 
0.00 TRANS 

258C 100.000 29-16-29 133.3 129.21 95 
99.5 339.0 098-15-52 34.21 CLEAR 

258C 100.000 29-16-29 133.3 129.21 95 
99.5 453.0 098-15-52 34.21 CLEAR 

SP 99.5 122.0 098-53-34 

259A 0.000 30-45-00 0.1 74.83 31 
VAC ?0$10395 99.7 0.0 099-14-00 43.83 CLEAR 
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MBPL Reply 

CONVE SE 249C1 0.000 29-25-07 0.0 0.00 245 
ADD TX 4-011185a 97.7 0.0 098-29-02 -245.00 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 224 KM 
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249C1 0.000 29-25-07 0.0 0.00 245 
91.7 0.0 098-29-02 -245.00 SHORT 

2490 0.050 28-24-50 213.9 134.14 0 
0.00 TRRNS 

2491) 0.140 28-32-06 215.9 120.90 0 
97.7 132.0 099-12-41 0.00 TRANS 

KLTO-FM CUERO 249C3 25.000 DA 29-04-25 107.3 126.92 211 
LIC TX B H-960111KC 97.7 92.0 097-14-20 SS -84.08 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 200 KM 

249C3 0.000 30-43-39 334.9 160.55 211 
ADD -$ TX -10143 91.7 0.0 099-11-49 -50.45 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 13.215 SPACING = 200 KM 

MCOUE NEY 249C1 0.000 29-25-07 0.0 0.00 245 
~~~ ~~ 

-bh-19 97.7 0.0 098-29-02 
73.215 SPACING = 224 KM 

-245.00 SHORT 

249C1 0.000 29-31-46 45.7 17.64 245 
97.7 0.0 098-21-12 -227.36 SHORT 

SPACING = 224 KM 

MCQUE NEY 249C1 0.000 29-21-24 94.8 79.95 245 
RSV TX 4 - 9 8 6 6  97.7 0.0 097-39-48 -165.05 SHORT 
ABSOLUTE MIN MUM 73.215 SPACING = 224 KM 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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Version 1 . 7 0  

FM Database Date: 0 5 0 7 1 3  

FMSTUDY.EXE L Dawson. LLC 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Page 3 

Channel ERP(kW) Latitude Bearing DiSt Req 
) Longitude deg-True (!a) ( h i  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

2 4 9 A  0 . 0 0 0  3 1 - 0 5 - 3 8  2 4 . 7  2 0 5 . 0 4  2 0 0  
0 . 0  0 9 7 - 3 4 - 5 1  5 . 0 4  CLOSE 

2 4 9 A  0 . 0 0 0  3 1 - 0 5 - 3 8  2 4 . 7  2 0 5 . 0 4  2 0 0  
9 7 . 7  0 . 0  0 9 7 - 3 4 - 5 1  5 . 0 4  CLOSE 

250A 0.000 29-01-34 246.7 1 0 9 . 4 1  133 
-23.59 SHORT 9 7 . 9  0 . 0  099-30-59 

ABSOLUTE MI 73 .215  SPACINQ = 111 Kw 

2 5 0 A  0 . 0 0 0  2 8 - 1 4 - 0 7  1 6 6 . 5  1 3 4 . 8 6  1 3 3  
9 7 . 9  0 . 0  0 9 8 - 0 9 - 4 3  1 . 8 6  CLOSE 

2 5 1 C 1  5 5 . 0 0 0  3 0 - 1 3 - 2 4  3 5 . 1  1 0 9 . 4 6  0 
0 . 0 0  AUX 

251D 0 . 1 7 0  3 0 - 0 3 - 5 1  3 1 8 . 8  9 5 . 5 1  0 

0 0 9 7 - 4 9 - 3 9  

0 0 9 9 - 0 8 - 1 6  0 . 0 0  TRANS 

2 5 1 D  0 . 0 5 0  3 0 - 0 5 - 0 4  3 1 7 . 4  1 0 0 . 7 8  0 
0 0 9 9 - 1 1 - 3 6  0 . 0 0  TRANS 

FOR CHANNEL 2 4 9  44444 

Hatfield & Dawson Consulting Engineers 
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I hereb 

foregoing REP 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

:rtify that I have, this Twenty-Fifth day of July, 2005, sent copies of the 

COMMENTS by first-class United States mail, postage prepaid, to: 

Linda Crawford 
3500 Maple Avenue, Suite 1320 
Dallas, Texas 75219 

Katherine Pyeatt 
6655 Aintree Circle 
Dallas, Texas 75214 

Gene A. Bechtel, Esq. 
Law Ofice of Gene Bechtel 
1050 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Mark N. Lipp, Esq. 
J. Thomas Nolan, Esq. 
Vinson & Elkins, LLP 
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Gregory L. Masters, Esq. 
Wiley Rein & Fielding LLP 
1776 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
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